The antipredator response of rodents may depend on the species of predator and the structure of the vegetation. To investigate these effects, we compared the antipredator response of Microcavia australis to two predator models. We used two populations occurring at sites of the Monte desert that differ in plant structure and availability, and in predation risk. At Ñacuñán plant cover is 54.3%, the major risk of predation is from raptors. At El Leoncito plant cover is 21.9%, the predation risk is similar by raptors and carnivores. In addition we investigated whether olfactory cues for different predators may elicit different antipredator responses in absence of visual cues. This was done by presenting feces of two predators and controls in an experimental set-up. The exposed individuals reduced their activity in response to feces of both predators and not in response to the control, but they did not respond in the same way to each predator (their response to each predator was not the same). The results show that M. australis recognizes different predators through both sight and smell, and that the response may be influenced by vegetation structure.
Introduction
Antipredator behavioral responses typical of rodents are: avoidance of the stimulus, reduction of locomotor activity, adoption of a static posture, vigilance, flight, hiding from predators, predator confrontation and mobbing (Owings & Coss, 1977; Curio, 1978; Eilam et al., 1999; Dielenberg et al., 2001; Shahaf & Eilam, 2003) . These responses are affected by biotic factors, like plant structure and predation risk (Lima, 1987; Ebensperger & Hurtado, 2005) . Vegetation is a major factor affecting rodent distribution and abundance, because it is associated with resources such as food, nesting site, protection from predators and thermoregulation (Tognelli et al., 1995) . Ebensperger & Hurtado (2005) describe a differential effect of shrubs and herbaceous plants on the vigilance behavior of Octodon degus linked to the costs and benefits of each type of plant cover. Shrubs provide higher vertical protection than herbaceous plants, which in turn provide lateral cover but visually obstruct detection of predators and conspecifics, hindering escape. Degus adjusted the quality rather than the quantity of their vigilance activity; male and female degus allocated similarly more time to bipedal vigilance when the height of herbs was high. Therefore, predation risk would be related to the structure of vegetation (Ebensperger & Hurtado, 2005) .
The role of vision and smell in detecting predators are very important. Herbivorous prey have monocular view with a wide field of vision that allows them to see around their body, giving them the opportunity of fleeing and run for safety in front of a predator (Dellman, 1993) . Another sense used by rodents to locate predators besides vision is smell, for example Microtus ochrogaster and Rhombomys opimus can distinguish the odors of different predators (Ylönen, 1994; Rogovin et al., 2004) . Norrdahl & Korpimaki (2000) found that, in the laboratory, Microtus ochrogaster responded to the smell of mustelid or other carnivore feces by avoiding the sites and reducing mobility and size of the action area. The latter antipredator response would be the reduction in size of the action area, which would limit their foraging activity (Lima, 1987; Desy & Batzli, 1989; Ylönen, 1994; Kramer & Bonenfant, 1997; Eilam et al., 1999; Norrdahl & Korpimaki, 2000; Dielenberg et al., 2001; Ebensperger & Wallen, 2002; Pusenius & Ostfeld, 2002) .
Microcavia australis is a diurnal, burrow-inhabiting herbivore rodent, with a group social structure exhibiting low levels of aggression (Rood, 1967; Cassini, 1989; Campos, 1997) . This cavy develops its behavioral patterns in the burrow area, under the cover provided by trees and/or shrubs
